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REMARKS AND ARGUMENTS 



Claims 1-25 remain in the case. 

Claims 1, 3, 21, and 23 have been amended 

Reexamination and lecoosideraoon are lespectfully requested for the application and 
for claims 1-25, whicli have been rejected or objected to in their originally presented foim as 



TOE REJECTTQN OF CLAIMS 1-2. 7-18. and 21-22 UND ER SI 02 ON RAPFEL 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-2, 7-18, and 21-22 under 35 U.S.C. §l02(b), 
alleging that they aie fully met by Raffel (WO 99/01001). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Raffel does not show or suggest a reprioritizing function after the system list has once 
been established based on various criteria. More particularly, there is no hint or suggestion in 
Raf&l to reprioritizc the list having a first system acquisition order to a list having a second 
system acquisition order based upon respective system desirability levels of the systems as 
claimed by applicant in amended independent claims 1, 15 and 21. 

Raftel appears to use two classes of infoimation: "subscriber location as well as 
information related to the provider used during the last registration and the services sought" 
This is apparently used for the purpose of trying to predict where the user will be the next 
time service is requested. This is location based and location prediction information. This 
however is not statistical information or infoimation based uoon respective system 
desirability levels, as described and claimed by applicant It is merely location information or 
information related to base station identities. 

Thus, even if it is argued that Raffel shows prioritizing or reprioritizing the 
information) which does not seem to be the case, it is not shown or suggested that such 
reprioritizing be done on the basis of statistical information related to the 
acquisition/tegistration attempts based upon lespective system desirability levels by the 
mobile station, as claimed by applicant in amended independent claims 1, 15, and 21. For at 
least these reasons, the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 2, and 7-14, claims 16-18, and claim 22 depend respectively ftotm amended 
claims 1, 15, and 21, and therefore incorporate thereinto all of the respective limitations 
thereof. Since the independent claims from which the dependent claims depend are not fully 
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met by Raffcl, the dependent claims art Kkewtse not fiilly met thereby. The rejectioii also 
should ^lecefore be ^thdiawn. 



THE REJECTION QF CLAIMS 3 AND 4 UNDER 6103 ON pf T7T?RT^ TN VIEW OF 
ENGLISH 

Claims 3 and 4 have been regecwd under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a), the exammex alleging 
lhai they are obvious fix>ra Raffel in view of English (USP 5,870,674). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

Claims 3 and 4 depend from amended independent claim 1, which was shown above 
to be patentable over Raffel alone. English, like Raffel, does not show or suggest 
reprioritizing the systems list based upon statistical information from the 
acquisition/registration attempts of *e mobile station or upon information based upon 
respective system desirability levels. Consequently, since neittier ref5erence, singly or in 
combination, shows this claimed feature, the claims cannot be obvious from the combination 
of refct«nccs. For at least this reason, this rejection should be wididrawn. 

THE REJECTION QF CLAIMS 5 AMD 23-24 UNDER S 1 03 ON RAFFEL IN VIEW QF 
ENGLISH AND HABERMAN ET AL. 

Clafans 5 and 23-24 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), the exaniiner 
alleging that they are obvious from Raffel in view of English, further in view of Habennan et 
al. (USP 5,6 1 3,204). This lejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 5 depends from amended independent claim 1, which was shown above to be 
patentable over Ralfel alone. English, like Raf&l, does not show or suggest reprioritizmg the 
systems list based upon statistical information from the acquisition/registration attempts of 
the mobile station or information based upon respective system desirability levels. Likewise, 
Habbennan et al does not show this claimed feature. Consequently, since none of the 
refetences, singly or in combination, shows this claimed feature, claim S cannot be obvious 
from the combination of references. For at least this reason, this rejection should be 
withdrawn. 

Similarly, claims 23-24 d^>end from amended independent claim 21, which was 
shown above to be patentable over Raffel alone. English, like Raffel, does not show or 
suggest repiioritizing the systems list based upon statistical information from the 
acquisition/iegistracton attempts of the mobile statioiL Likewise, Habbennan et al does not 
show this claimed feature. Consequently, since none of the references, singly or in 
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qombinatioD, shows this claimed feature, claims 23-24 caimot be obvious &om the 
combination of lefetcnces. For at least this reason, their rejection should be withdrawn. 

THE CLAIM 25 REJECTION UNDER 6103 ON RAFFEL TN VIEW QF ENGLLSBL , 
HABERMAN. FT AT... AND S CHORMAN. ET AL. 

Claim 25 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), the examiner alleging that it is 
obvious fiom Raffel in view of English and Habennan, et al, further in view of Schonnan, et 
al. (USP 5,960,350). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 25 depends fifom amended independent claim 21, which was shown above to be 
patentable over Raffel alone. English, like Rafifel, does not show ox suggest reprioritizing the 
systems list based upon statistical inforaiation from the acquisition/registration attempts of 
the mobile station. Likewise, Habberman, et al does not show this claimed feature. 
Furtheimore, Schoraian, et al. do not show this feature. Consequently, since none of the 
references, singly or in combination, shows this claimed feature, claim 25 cannot be obvious 
from the combination of references. For at least this reason, this i^eotion should be 
withdrawn. 

THE CLATM 6 REJECTION UNDER S103 RAFFEL IN VffiW QF ENG USa AND 

LYNCH. ETAL. 

Claims 6 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), fl>e examiner alleging that it is 
obvious from Raffel in view of English, further in view of Lynch, et al. (USP 5,586338). 
This rejection is respectfully tiaversed. 

Claim 6 depends from amended independent claim 1, which was shown above to be 
patentable over Raffel alone. English, like Ra3el, does not show or suggest reprior i tizing the 
systems list based upon statistical information from the acquisition/registration attempts of 
the mobile station. Likewise, Lyiu:h, et al. does not show this claimed feature. Consequently, 
since none of the references, singly or in combination, shows this claimed feature, claim 6 
cannot be obvious from the combination of references. For at least diis reason, this rejection 
should be withdrawn. 



THE CLAIM 19 REJECTION UNDER S 103 ON RAFFEL IN VIEW OF HABERMAN, RT 



Claim 19 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), the examiner alleging that it is 
obvious fiom Ra£fel in view of Haberman. et al. This rejection is reQ>ectfully traversed. 



AL. 
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Claim 19 depends from amended independent claim 1 5» which was shown above to be 
patentable over Raffel alone. Haberman, et al. does not show or suggest reprioritizing the 
systems list based upon statistical infonnation firom tiie acquisition/registration attempts of 
the mobile station. Consequently, since none of the references, singly or in combination, 
shows this claimed feature, claim 19 cannot be obvious from the combination of references. 
For at least this reason, this rqection should be withdrawn. 



THE CLAIM 20 REJECTIQN UNDER S 1 03 ON RAFFEL IN VffiW OF LYNCH. ET AL. 

Claim 20 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), die examiner alleging ihai it is 
obvious from Raffel in view of Lynch, et al. This rqection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 20 depends from amended independent claim 21 » which was shown above to be 
patentable over Raffel alone. Lynch, et al. does not show or suggest reprioritizing the systems 
list based upon statistical information from the acquisition/registration attempts of the mobile 
station. Consequently, since none of the references, singly or in combination, shows this 
claimed feature, claim 20 catmot be obvious from the combination of references. For at least 
this reason, this rejection should be withdrawn. 

For at least the reasons set forth above, it is respectfhlly requested that the rejection of 
claims 1-25 be withdrawn, and the case be advanced to issue. 




Richard A. Bachand 
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